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Over the past 20 years, the DoD experienced a precipitous decline in budgets 
relative to Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and a drastic decline in the number of 
suppliers in the defense industry. As a result of these developments, the DoD must make 
well-educated decisions in the future to ensure the optimal use of appropriated funds and 
the proper number of contractors in the defense industry. A historical analysis of mergers 
and acquisitions (M&As) is critical to understanding the impact of defense industry 
consolidation on the cost of DoD weapon systems. This thesis develops the first 
electronic database containing the historical costs of DoD Major Defense Acquisition 
Programs (MDAPs). The MDAP Financial Database contains the cost data of MDAPs 
from the Selected Acquisition Report (SAR) summary tables for the past 26 years, the 
name of the contractors involved with the weapon systems during the cost report periods, 
classification of the weapon system and its North American Classification System 
(NAICS) industry code. This thesis also identifies the importance of M&A research, 
provides preliminary analysis describing the DoD historical acquisition environment and 






















THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 vii
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
I. DEFENSE MERGERS AND ACQUISITIONS: IN THE NAME OF 
EFFICIENCY...............................................................................................................1 
A. INTRODUCTION............................................................................................1 
B. MERGER AND ACQUISITION ANALYSIS ..............................................2 
C. SELECTED ACQUISITION REPORT COST DATA................................5 
D. METHODOLOGY AND DATABASE..........................................................6 
E.  PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS .........................................................................8 
F. PORTFOLIO ANALYSIS ............................................................................13 
G. CONCLUSION ..............................................................................................15 
H. ADDITIONAL RESEARCH ........................................................................15 
APPENDIX.............................................................................................................................19 
LIST OF REFERENCES....................................................................................................163 























THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 ix
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 1. Number of Programs by Military Service..........................................................9 
Figure 2. Coefficient of Variation of Cost Data Sorted by Military Service ..................10 
Figure 3. Coefficient of Variation of Cost Changes Data Sorted by Military Service....11 
Figure 4. Coefficient of Variation of Cost Data Sorted by NAICS ................................12 























THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 xi
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1. Definition of MDAP Financial Database Columns ...........................................6 























THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 1




For more than 20 years, the Department of Defense (DoD) has experienced a 
precipitous budget decline relative to Gross Domestic Product and consolidation among 
defense contractors. These factors pose major threats to the DoD’s ability to acquire the 
weapon systems needed to defend U.S. interests around the world. This threat places 
emphasis on the DoD to use its appropriated funds efficiently and effectively. In order to 
make decisions on the optimal use of future appropriated funds, the DoD must understand 
the results of its historical acquisition decisions. The Major Defense Acquisition Program 
(MDAP) Financial Database consolidates the acquisition data needed for analysis of 
historical acquisition trends to help DoD leadership make more informed funding 
decisions in the future.  
With such heavy emphasis placed on efficiency, the DoD must understand the 
quantitative qualities of past acquisitions to better evaluate future acquisitions. The DoD 
invests billions of dollars in its portfolio of weapon systems on an annual basis. One of 
the larger portions of the DoD’s portfolio falls under the MDAPs. Obtaining a 
quantitative perspective of the DoD’s portfolio of MDAPs provides insight into historical 
risk and return trends of DoD acquisitions. 
The DoD’s responsibilities in national defense demand quantitative analysis. To 
mitigate the impact of political effects on the DoD acquisition process, quantitative 
measures assessing historical results should be used. The DoD’s decision to fund future 
programs or its decision to support a merger and acquisition of defense contractors has 
major impacts on the DoD’s civilian industrial base. With the MDAP Financial Database, 
analysts may assess historical M&As and whether or not the consumer surplus is 
equitable in relation to periods before and after M&A activity. M&As are primarily done 
for three reasons: economies of scale, economies of scope and other efficiencies. With 
this in mind, it is important to understand whether or not some of the efficiencies gained 
by the M&A of defense contractors are passed along to the DoD in the form of less 
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expensive or more technologically advanced weapons in order to offset risks associated 
with the increased potential of monopolistic pricing power of the contractor.  
The MDAP Financial Database provides the data necessary to quantitatively 
analyze the impact of M&As on the DoD acquisition process and the risk associated with 
each weapon system’s respective industry. The benefit of this project is its simplicity yet 
applicability to future questions over M&As in the defense industry and DoD portfolio 
analysis. Analysis of the MDAP Financial Database has the potential to be used by 
decision makers at the Department of Defense, the Department of Justice, and the 
Securities Exchange Commission in deciding whether to support future M&As and to 
identify the optimal mixture of weapon systems in the DoD’s portfolio.  
 
B. MERGER AND ACQUISITION ANALYSIS 
 
Over the past 20 years, the defense industry witnessed thousands of mergers and 
acquisitions. The defense industry plays a vital role in training, organizing and equipping 
American soldiers, marines, sailors and airmen with the most modern weaponry to win a 
fight anywhere in the world. With such an important role in the defense of the United 
States, defense contractors experience the oversight of numerous government 
organizations. The Department of Justice (DoJ), Securities Exchange Commission (SEC) 
and the Department of Defense (DoD) are some of the prominent government 
organizations with input into the size, shape, form and, as a result, the M&A activity of 
the defense industry. 
 The current size, shape and form of the defense industry places more emphasis 
than ever before on the DoD’s input about industry M&As. Historical M&A activity in 
the defense industry resulted in a severe reduction in the number of primary contractors 
in the industry. This drastic reduction may pose a threat to the nature of the defense 
market. Market forces dictate the prices for which goods are exchanged between the 
consumer and supplier. M&A activity can manipulate the organization of an industry 
leading to possible negative indirect costs to consumers. 
 Comprehending the potential risk the consolidation of the defense industry may 
have on national defense, the DoJ in the mid 1990s began to solicit input from the DoD 
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on defense M&As. Since the mid 1990s, the DoJ has worked closely with the DoD in 
understanding the potential negative ramifications defense contractors’ M&As have on 
national defense. The DoD provides the DoJ an opinion on whether or not the DoD 
supports a particular M&A. In order to provide an opinion that is equitable to the 
consumer (DoD) and the suppliers (defense contractors), the proper industrial analysis is 
required. Analyzing the three major components of industrial organization—structure, 
conduct and performance—plays an important role in the DoD’s decision on whether to 
support an M&A based on all economic evidence. 
 Market structure and market conduct determine the market performance of a 
particular industry. When assessing where the defense industry stands in regards to the 
consumer and supplier relationship, all three components of industrial organization 
should be analyzed to provide the proper framework in which to comprehend the 
ramifications of industry movements.  
 The structure component of industrial organization focuses on the inherent nature 
of a particular market. Analyzing each piece of the structure component is beyond the 
scope of this research paper; however, the following is a list of the pieces that contribute 
to the structure of an industry: seller concentration, product differentiation, barriers to 
entry of new firms, buyers’ concentration, height of sunk costs, barriers to exit, growth 
rate of market demand and import competition (Caves 17). All these pieces of the 
structure are naturally determined in an unscathed capitalistic market. However, where 
regulation and legislation are involved, the structure may be manipulated to a certain 
extent. The defense industry may potentially be an oligopoly or even a natural monopoly; 
however, with the ability of the DoJ, SEC, and DoD to manipulate the M&A activity and 
other pieces of the market’s structure, a different and more sought after market may be 
created. 
 With the market’s structure in place, the conduct of the industry should be 
analyzed. The conduct component of an industry is the “firm’s policy toward the product 
market and toward moves made by its rivals in that market (Caves 49).” Examining 
historical M&A activities within the defense industry and the impact of those activities 
on competitors with respect to costs of weapon systems and survival rates of the 
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companies provides insight to government officials on what policies must be set within 
the industry to ensure firms act in the best interest of both the firms and the defense of the 
country.  
 The final product of the market structure and market conduct is market 
performance. The performance component is best defined as the “appraisal of how 
closely the economic results of an industry’s behavior match the best possible 
contribution it could make to achieve” the following goals: efficiency in production, the 
industry’s ability to be progressive in regards to new technology and techniques of 
development, the full employment of resources, and the equitability to the consumer and 
the supplier (Caves 69). Since market performance is what actually occurs in a designated 
market, analysis of market performance provides insight into an industry’s desirability. In 
this case, government officials and defense industry leaders share responsibility in 
attaining the previously mentioned goals by either changing market structure or market 
conduct. 
 Industrial organization plays an important role in understanding where the defense 
industry has been and where the industry might go in the future. There are two 
approaches to analyzing the components of industrial organization to develop a better 
sense of where an industry stands economically for the supplier, consumer, and indirect 
parties’ points of view. The first approach, known as the qualitative approach, is 
theoretical in nature and deals with symposiums, input from leadership and case studies. 
Through discussions, debate and theoretical analysis, individuals may determine where 
an industry stands and the best policies with which to maintain or change the direction of 
an industry. The second approach, which is emphasized in this research, is the 
quantitative approach. This approach uses historical data to determine trends in an 
industry. The quantitative approach tempered with historical accounts would provide 
analysts concrete evidence of how the change in market structure and market conduct 
resulting from M&As affected the defense market performance.  
A confluence of the two industry analysis approaches mentioned above 
(qualitative and quantitative) would ensure the DoD has the desired information 
necessary to provide input to the SEC and the DoJ on whether to support or deny defense 
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contractors the ability to participate in M&A activities. The current emphasis is on the 
qualitative approach tempered by some numerical analysis. However, placing more 
emphasis on the quantitative approach would provide additional support to validate the 
DoD’s stance on a particular M&A in the defense industry.  
In using the quantitative approach, historical data relevant to the economic matter 
at hand must be obtained. The historical data must be numerical, readily available and 
consistent over a long period of time, and provide insight into the interaction between the 
supplier and consumer. The cost data located on the Selected Acquisition Reports (SAR) 
fits the necessary description for historical cost data mentioned above.  
 
C. SELECTED ACQUISITION REPORT COST DATA 
 
 On an annual basis, the DoD reports the acquisition costs of Major Defense 
Acquisition Programs (MDAPs) to Congress. Title 10 USC § 2430 defines a Major 
Defense Acquisition Program as  
  
A Department of Defense (DoD) acquisition program that is not a highly 
sensitive classified program (as determined by the Secretary of Defense) 
and that is designated by the Secretary of Defense as a major defense 
acquisition program, or that is estimated by the Secretary of Defense to 
require an eventual total expenditure for research, development, test, and 
evaluation of more than $365,000,000 (updated to FY 2000 constant 
dollars) or an eventual total expenditure for procurement of more than 
$2,190,000,000 (updated to FY 2000 constant dollars). 
 
The external report containing MDAP information submitted to Congress is called the 
Selected Acquisition Report (SAR). The SAR contains information such as: an executive 
summary, the mission of the weapon system, the costs of the weapon systems, the 
contractors involved and much more. Even though SARs in their entirety are difficult for 
the public to obtain, the SARs’ counterpart, the SAR summary tables, are readily 
available for all interested individuals. With this cost data, a quantitative analysis of the 
impact of M&As in the defense industry may be conducted. The cost data broken out by 
weapon system provides an insight into what a system was originally expected to cost the 
U.S. government, what it is currently expected to cost the U.S government, and the 
specific reasons for the cost changes in relation to the baseline of the program. The 
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definitions of the cost data reported in the SAR summary tables may be found in DoD 
7000.3-G “Preparation and Review of Selected Acquisition Reports.” 
 
D. METHODOLOGY AND DATABASE 
  
After identifying the SAR summary tables cost data as the primary resource of 
data necessary to analyze the impact of historical M&As on the costs of weapon systems, 
the pertinent data was collected. For the first time, an electronic database was created to 
include all cost data deemed pertinent to M&A analysis. The cost data was entered as it 
appeared on the SAR summary tables and double checked to ensure the integrity of the 
data. The report periods included in the database are from March 1981 to June 2006. In 
order to compare active M&A periods to inactive M&A periods, it was deemed necessary 
to collect 26 years of data. The 26-year period also provides a Cold War, Post-Cold War, 
and War on Terror perspective to include in the M&A defense contractor analysis. The 
type of conflict in which the systems were developed may affect M&A activity and the 
impact of the activity on the cost of weapon systems. As a result, the database 
encompasses a gamut of conflict periods for analysis purposes. The following is a table 
including all fields used in creating records in the MDAP Financial Database: 
 
Table 1.   Definition of MDAP Financial Database Columns 
Column Definition 
WeaponSystemName The name of the weapon system 
WeaponSystemSar The report period of the specific weapon system data provided 
WeaponSystemType The identification of what the weapon system is 
WeaponSystemDate The base year of the cost estimates of the weapon system 
WeaponSystemMilService Identifies the lead program management military service 
NAICS 
North American Industry Classification System identifies the industry code the 
weapon system falls under 
BE Base Year $ The base year dollar amount for the baseline estimate 
Baseline Total Estimate The current year dollar amount for the baseline estimate 
Base Estimate Year Quantity The baseline year quantity 
CE Base Year $ The current estimate in base year $ 
Current Estimate Total The current estimate in current year $ 
Current Estimate Year Quantity The current estimate quantity 
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Column Definition 
Quantity Cost Changes (Base 
Year Con$) 
Quantity related cost changes between the baseline and current estimate in base 
year dollars 
Schedule Cost Changes (Base 
Year Con$) 
Schedule related cost changes between the baseline and current estimate in 
base year dollars 
Engineering Cost Changes (Base 
Year Con$) 
Engineering related cost changes between the baseline and current estimate in 
base year dollars 
Estimating Cost Changes (Base 
Year Con$) 
Estimating related cost changes between the baseline and current estimate in 
base year dollars 
Other Cost Changes (Base Year 
Con$) 
Costs unrelated to the other cost changes between the baseline and current 
estimate in base year dollars 
Support Cost Changes (Base Year 
Con$) 
Support related cost changes between the baseline and current estimate in base 
year dollars 
 
 Historical cost data is not enough for complete M&A analysis; the interaction 
between the supplier and the consumer must also be noted. To ensure the supplier and 
consumer relationship is taken into consideration, the MDAP Financial Database ties the 
SAR summary tables cost data with the contractors involved in the development of the 
weapon system. Extensive research was performed in order to identify the correct defense 
contractors for each weapon system during the appropriate time periods. The research 
centered on obtaining unclassified contractor information from the Selected Acquisition 
Reports, Jane’s Military Database and ProQuest. The contractors were labeled as 
“primary contractor,” “secondary contractor” or “additional contractor” based on the 
contract award amount, literature identifying the contractor’s role in the development of 
the weapon system and the accessibility of information linking the contractor to a 
particular weapon system.  
 With the weapon system cost and the contractors working on the weapon system 
entered into the database, the M&As between defense contractors over the past 26 years 
were identified using the Thomson Financial M&A Database. In order to tie the weapon 
system, cost changes of the weapon system and the M&As together, charts were 
constructed illustrating all three elements (see Appendix A). The vertical lines in the 
charts represent significant M&A activity of the primary contractor. 
 The final component added to the MDAP Financial Database was the industry 
codes from the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). The NAICS is 
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necessary to identify the specific industry (aircraft, communications, etc.) under which 
the weapon system falls. Performing quantitative analysis on the weapon systems in their 
entirety may provide the ability to make general observations, but sorting the weapon 
systems and quantitatively analyzing the data by industry codes allows more specific 
observations. In particular, analysis using the industry codes would identify which 
particular weapon systems proved to be more difficult to produce, as observed by the 
standard deviation of costs. Such observations help decision makers focus more attention 
on higher-risk programs.  
 The weapon system cost, contractors, a list of defense contractor M&As and 
industry codes provide the proper data with which to analyze the impact of M&As on the 
defense industry and the DoD. Analysts should run regression models, including a 
dummy variable for M&As, to identify whether or not M&As have an impact on the cost 
of weapon systems, and whether the impact is statistically significant. 
 
E.  PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS 
 
 This section provides basic observations derived from the MDAP Financial 
Database. The analysis focuses on the number of programs per report period, descriptive 
statistics sorted by military service and by industry codes. The analysis establishes an 
initial perspective of what occurred to MDAPs over the years. Such insight tempered 
with quantitative analysis and historical accounts will provide DoD leadership with the 
consummate of information necessary to make better-informed decisions in the future. 
 The first basic analysis performed on the data set was examining the number of 
programs each military service controlled over the 26-year period of SAR reporting 
captured by the MDAP Financial Database (see Figure 1). The trend analysis of the 
number of programs shows the Navy consistently having the most programs of all the 





Figure 1.   Number of Programs by Military Service 
 
 Analysis was then performed on the MDAP Financial Database through 
standardizing all the data to 2006 dollar figures by using the Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
inflation numbers. The weapon system date column in the MDAP Financial Database 
represents the base year of the cost estimates for the weapon system. By multiplying the 
dollar value in the base year by the 2006 base year adjusted inflation index, all cost data 
were normalized, allowing for comparison across time. 
 With the normalized data, the mean and the standard deviation were computed for 
all respective costs sorted by both military service and by industry codes. However, the 
mean and standard deviations could not be compared on their own across military 
services or industry codes. The coefficient of variation was computed to allow 
comparisons across military services and industry codes. The coefficient of variation 
allows analysts the ability to observe risk inherent in the military services or industries 
adjusted for the magnitude of the observations.  
 Figures 2 and 3 provide a visual snapshot of the coefficient in MDAPs for the past 
26 years in regards to the cost categories sorted by military service. Figure 2 illustrates 
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that the Army in baseline and current estimates has had more risk associated with its 
estimates compared to the other services. Figure 3 shows that the Army has had more risk 
inherent in the tangible cost changes such as quantity, engineering, and schedule, but that 
the Air Force and Navy have more risk associated with the less-tangible cost changes of 
support, other and estimating cost changes. The risk inherent for the Air Force and Navy 
in these less-tangible cost changes seems to outweigh the Army’s risk involved in the 
more tangible cost changes. The Air Force and Navy may be more prone to these less-
tangible cost changes due to the complexity of the weapon systems the two services 
acquire. The DoD acquisition programs appear to maintain levels of risk equivalent to the 
three other service-specific military acquisition offices.  
 
 




Figure 3.   Coefficient of Variation of Cost Changes Data Sorted by Military Service 
 
 Figures 4 and 5 represent the coefficient of variation as sorted by industry codes. 
Table 2 provides the industry codes under which the weapon systems fall. Computer 
Systems/Network Design had the greatest risk in the baseline and current estimate costs 
categories once adjusted by the mean observations of costs for each respective data set, 
followed by Aircraft Development (see Figure 4). Computer Systems/Network Design, 
Missiles, and Other Ordinance and Accessories Manufacturing industries have highly 
tangible cost changes. In the less-tangible categories, the Search, Detection, and 
Navigation, the Computer Systems/Network Design and the Other Ordinance and 
Accessories Manufacturing industries had some of the most drastic volatility. Figure 5 
represents the fact that cost change volatility is more evenly spread among categories 






Table 2.   NAICS 
 
 NAIC Definition
332993 Ammunition (except Small Arms) Manufacturing
332995 Other Ordnance and Accessories Manufacturing
334220 Radio and Television Broadcasting and Wireless Communications Equipment Manufacturing 
334511 Search, Detection, Navigation, Guidance, Aeronautical, and Nautical System and Instrument Manufacturing
336411 Aircraft Manufacturing
336414 Guided Missile and Space Vehicle Manufacturing
336510 Railroad Rolling Stock Manufacturing
336611 Ship Building and Repairing
336992 Military Armored Vehicle, Tank, and Tank Component Manufacturing 
339113 Surgical Appliance and Supplies Manufacturing 
423860 Transportation Equipment and Supplies (except Motor Vehicle) Merchant Wholesalers
541512 Computer Systems Design Services
562910 Remediation Services
Resource for Information:http://www.census.gov/epcd/naics02/  
 
 





Figure 5.   Coefficient of Variation of Cost Change Data Sorted by NAICS 
 
 The point of this preliminary analysis is to provide a foundation and impetus for 
future research involving the MDAP Financial Database. This preliminary analysis 
provides keen insight into the acquisition costs experienced by the DoD over a 26-year 
period. Further trend and quantitative analysis proves vital to optimizing the declining 
DoD budget and protecting the DoD civilian industrial base. 
 
F. PORTFOLIO ANALYSIS 
 
 A critical indirect result of assembling the MDAP Financial Database was the 
ability to perform portfolio analysis on DoD weapon systems. While portfolio analysis is 
not central to the original intent of this thesis project, it is an important area of research 
that could be analyzed using the MDAP Financial Database.  
A portfolio in its most simplistic sense is a collection of investments. In the DoD, 
the collections of investments include billion dollar weapon systems. Every portfolio has 
an expected return and a standard deviation. The expected return of a portfolio identifies 
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what an individual may expect to see returned for his investment. The DoD has a hard 
time identifying expected return because of the ambiguity of DoD’s return. The second 
component of a portfolio is the standard deviation. The standard deviation of a portfolio 
measures the risk involved in the investments. The DoD’s portfolio of weapon systems 
has dynamic risk which changes as the funding levels of various programs shift within 
the portfolio. 
 Computing the expected return of the DoD portfolio of weapon systems is 
possible. With the simple assumption that the dollar amount represented by the baseline 
estimate is the maximum return for a specific weapon system, any deviation from that 
original baseline estimate may mean an increase or decrease in the expected return based 
on the direction the current estimate deviates from the original estimate. For example, if 
all weapon systems were just beginning to be acquired, they would all be at baseline 
estimate costs and the expected return would be 100 percent. As time progresses and 
current estimates deviate from the original baseline estimates, the expected value of the 
portfolio would shift.  
 In addition to computing the expected return of the DoD portfolio of weapon 
systems, it is possible to calculate the standard deviation of the portfolio without many 
assumptions. The standard deviation of the DoD portfolio may be calculated by 
designating a particular time period by which to break up the portfolio. Using the 
standard deviation of the portfolio equation, the weapon system standard deviation from 
the original baseline estimate may be calculated, and the correlation among the various 
weapon systems may also be calculated. This would provide a measure with which to 
compare the risk involved in the DoD portfolio from one period to another. 
 The arguments against portfolio treatment of DoD weapon systems do not 
outweigh the potential benefits of such analysis. Many pundits argue that the DoD is not 
a business and should not use the quantitative tools used by the corporate sector. It is true 
that the DoD is not a corporate entity. But such a statement narrowly depicts the value of 




The absolute terms of portfolio analysis may be meaningless in some circumstances, but 
the relative trends are not. If the portfolio risk and return are known, a better decision can 




 In recent decades, the DoD experienced drastically reduced budgets and a defense 
industry with thousands of mergers and acquisitions (M&As). The reduction in 
appropriated funds poses a threat to the DoD’s ability to obtain the weaponry necessary 
to fight future battles around the world. In addition, the drastic consolidation in the 
industry prompted the Department of Justice and the Securities Exchange Commission in 
the mid 1990s to request the Department of Defense’s (DoD) opinion on whether the 
department supported a potential M&A of defense contractors.  To understand the impact 
of future appropriation funding and M&As on the DoD, historical analysis must be 
conducted. This research has developed the MDAP Financial Database—an electronic 
database containing the costs, contractors, North American Industry Classification 
System industry codes and M&As associated with the weapon system for a 26-year 
period beginning in 1981. With the proper quantitative analysis of the historical DoD 
portfolio and defense contractors’ M&As, the DoD may gain better insight into how to 
allocate appropriated funds in the future, the impact of past M&As and what future 
M&As would mean for national defense. The database provides the first step in ensuring 
future soldiers, marines, sailors and airmen are trained, organized and equipped to meet 
the challenges of future conflicts around the world and in space. 
 
H. ADDITIONAL RESEARCH 
 
A plethora of potential research topics may originate with the help of the MDAP 
Financial Database. The following is a list of research topics that would benefit the 
Department of Defense: 
1) Portfolio analysis will prove to be a necessity for future decision makers. 
Taking the MDAP Financial Database, it is possible to develop the 
expected return and standard deviation of the DoD portfolio over time. 
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These trends would provide DoD leadership with powerful insight into 
where the DoD stands in warfighting capability relative to other historical 
points in time. 
2) The life cycle costs are determined early in a project’s life. As a result, it 
is essential to begin the acquisition process with the proper planning 
including choosing the right defense contractor for the acquisition. The 
choice of a defense contractor for a program results from the DoD’s 
source selection process. An important aspect of source selection is 
historical performance of the contractor. The MDAP Financial Database 
provides source selection decision makers with the data needed to 
quantitatively analyze the contractor’s ability to perform successful on a 
new program based upon past performance on similar weapon systems. 
Further research on integrating the MDAP Financial Database into source 
selection decision making would provide future decision makers with a 
new quantitative tool to choose the proper defense contractor during 
source selection. 
3) The military services are emphasizing joint ventures by defense 
contractors. Creating a new field in the MDAP Financial Database 
identifying which weapon systems were conducted under a joint venture 
of two defense contractors would add insight to the impact of joint 
ventures on the DoD acquisition process. Specifically, quantitative 
analysis relating costs to joint ventures to analyze if costs are less volatile 
under these ventures would prove to be critical in future desirability of 
joint ventures in weapon system production. 
4) Analyze the historical trends of DoD expenditures on Major Defense 
Acquisition Programs (MDAPs) and compare the weapon systems 
purchased to those the military services are predominantly using today in 
the War Against Terror. 
5) Research the number of MDAPs that have been terminated by Congress 
and the amount of funds lost as a result of the termination. 
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6) A few of the MDAPs were intended to be developed as an alliance with 
foreign countries. What is the success rate of such programs? What are the 
cost change implications for such alliances? This is an important research 
topic since more countries have gone nuclear. An increasing number of 
countries want to defend themselves against unpredictable global events, 
and as a result, the countries will team up to achieve economies of scale 
by purchasing larger quantities of weapon systems as a single entity.  
7) Countries around the world are increasing their expenditures on national 
defense relative to their Gross Domestic Product (GDP). With the 
consolidation of the defense industry, there are fewer suppliers and more 
consumers. According to economic theory, the price of a weapon system 
should increase as a result of this new demand. One could analyze the 
historical global expenditures on defense and determine if in the past the 
increase in global demand had a delayed impact on weapon system costs 



















































































































Quantity Cost Change (Base Year Con$)
Schedule Cost Change (Base Year Con$)
Engineering Cost Change (Base Year Con$)
Estimating Cost Change (Base Year Con$)
Other Cost Change (Base Year Con$)
Support Cost Change (Base Year Con$)
Total Cost Change
Raytheon CompanyHughes Aircraft Company, Raytheon 
12/18/1997 Raytheon acquires 
Hughes Aircraft Company
12/20/1985 General Motors 
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